REMARKS 



For the reasons set forth in detail below, applicant submits that the present 
application, Including each of the pending claims Is in condition for allowance. In the 
non-final Office Action mailed on December 2, 2005, the Examiner rejected claims 1-57. 
In particular: 

claims 1, 2, 5, 6, 17, 18, 21, 33. 34, 37, 38, 45, 46, 49, and 50. and also 
misnumbered claims 46 and 47, are objected to. 

claims 1-3, 5-9, 13, 17-19, 21-23, 27-28, 33-35, 37-39, 43, 45-47, 49-51 
and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b); and 

claims 4, 10-12. 14-16, 20. 24-26. 29-31. 32, 36. 40-42. 44. 48. 52-54. and 
56-57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

In this response: 

specification is amended; 

claims 1, 2, 6, 17, 18, 22, 33, 34. 38, 45, 46. and 50 are amended 
claims 5, 21. 37. and 49 are cancelled; and 
claims 1-57 remain pending. 

Amendment of Specification 

While the Examiner has not objected to the Specification, the undersigned has 
amended the "CROSS-REFERENCE TO RELATED APPLICATION(s)" section of the 
Specification starting from page 1 through page 3 and has added the Application Serial 
Numbers and/or Patent Numbers of the references. No new matter has been added by 
this amendment. 
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Objections to Claims 1. 2. 5. 6. 17. 18. 21. 33. 34. 37. 38. 45. 46. 49. and 50. and 
also misnumbered claims 46 and 47 < 

The Examiner objected to claims 1, 2, 5, 6. 17, 18, 21, 33, 34, 37, 38, 45, 46, 49, 
and 50, and also to misnumbered claims 46 and 47, and suggested corrections. Claims 
5, 21, 37, and 49 are cancelled and claims 1, 2, 6, 17. 18. 33. 34. 38. 45, 46, and 50 are 
hereby amended to include the Examiner's suggested con-ections. Claims 46 and 47 
are also renumbered as suggested by the Examiner. 

Reiection Under 35 U.S.C. S 102fb) of Claims 1-3. 5-9. 13. 17-19. 21-23. 27-28. 33- 
35. 37-39. 43. 45-47. 49-51 and 55 

In the Office Action claims 1-3, 5-9. 13, 17-19, 21-23. 27-28. 33-35, 37-39. 43. 
45-47. 49-51 and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Rajan et al. (US Pat. No. 5.940,596). Claims 5, 21 , 37, and 49 are cancelled. 

Amended independent claims 1.17, 33, and 45, inter alia, axe directed to aspects 
of communicating through a network of multiple routing devices where a network 
manager, upon a data communication registration request, configures the routing 
devices to fonward data to one or more other routing devices. And. when the data is 
received through a source port of the routing device. (1) the routing device uses a cache 
associated with the source port for identification of the destination port associated with 
the address of the data; if the desired infomriation is not in the cache (2) the routing 
device uses a table shared by several ports to do the same; and if the desired 
information is not in the shared table (3) the routing device requests the identification of 
the destination port from the network manager. The network manager itself does not 
participate in data fonvarding as a routing device. 

Support for the amendments can be found in paragraphs 28 and 30 of the 
application as filed. 
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Rajan obtains the identification of the destination port differently. For example, 
after the second failed attempt, Rajan does not request the information from a network 
manager, because Rajan does not disclose such an entity. Whereas in the present 
technology the network manager is ultimately knowledgeable about the routing details 
because the network manager originally assignes the routing paths and their details 
including (virtual) port addresses. 

As another example of the differences of Rajan and the present technology, in 
Rajan each address translation unit, upon failure to provide the requested infomnation, 
interrogates the next address translation unit (Figure 3, col. 2, lines 6-44). In contrast, 
in the disclosed technology, the routing device interrogates each of the three sources of 
address identification, if necessary. 

For a claim to be rejected based on anticipation under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(a), (b), 
and (e), MPEP 2131 requires that: "the reference must teach everv element of the 
claim ." As elaborated above, Rajan does not teach, suggest, or even imply what is 
recited in claims 1 , 17, 33, or 45 and, therefore, a prima facie case of anticipation under 
Section 102 has not been established with respect to these claims and, therefore, the 
undersigned requests the withdrawal of the Section 102 rejection of these claims. 

Claims 2-4, 6-16, 18-20, 22-32, 34-36, 38-44, 46-48, and 50-57 depend from 
independent claims 1, 17, 33, or 45 and accordingly include the features of these 
independent claims. For reasons discussed above and for the additional features of 
these claims a prima facie case of anticipation under Section 102 has not been 
established with respect to these dependent claims and accordingly the undersigned 
requests their allowance. 
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Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) of Claims 4. 10-12. 14-15. 20. 24-26. 29-30. 32. 
36. 40-42. 48. 52-54. and 57 

The Examiner rejected claims 4. 10-12, 14-15, 20, 24-26, 29-30, 32, 36, 40-42, 
48, 52-54, and 57 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rajan (US Pat. 
No. 5,940.596) in view of Gasbarro (US APP. No. 2002/0141424). 

A prima facie case of obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103 requires, inter alia, a 
suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the references or to 
combine reference teachings (MPEP 2142). 

However, as described above, the main reference, Rajan, does not disclose the 
elements of the amended independent claims from which these claims depend from. 
Furthermore, Gasbarro does not cure this deficiency either. Therefore a prima facie 
case of obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103 cannot be established with respect to their 
amended base claims. Accordingly, the undersigned requests the withdrawal of Section 
103 rejection of these claims. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S lOSfa) of Claims 16. 31. 44. and 56 

The Examiner rejected claims 16, 31, 44, and 56 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Rajan (US Pat. No. 5,940,596) in view of McGarvey (US Pat. 
No. 5.777.989). 

Similarly, as described above, the main reference Rajan does not disclose the 
elements of the amended independent claims from which these claims depend from. 

Furthermore, McGarvey does not cure this deficiency either. Therefore a prima facie 
case of obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103 cannot be established with respect to their 
amended base claims. Accordingly, the undersigned requests the withdrawal of Section 
103 rejection of these claims. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, all of the claims pending in the application are in 
condition for allowance and, therefore, a Notice of Allowance is respectfully requested. 
If the Examiner has any questions or believes a telephone conference would expedite 
prosecution of this application, the Examiner is encouraged to call the undersigned at 
(206) 359-6488. 

Applicant believes no fee is due with this response. However, if a fee is due, 
please charge our Deposit Account No. 50-0665, under Order No. 030048029US from 
which the undersigned is authorized to draw. 
Dated: //^^/oio Respectfully subpfiitted. 




Chun M. Ng 

Registration No.: 36,878 
PERKINS COIE LLP 
P.O. Box 1247 

Seattle, Washington 981 1 1 -1 247 
(206) 359-8000 
(206) 359-7198 (Fax) 
Attorneys for Applicant 
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